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INTRODUCTION

These comments are submitted in response to the Assigned
Commissioner’s Ruling Setting Scope of Phase 2 (the ACR). The ACR requests
comments on whether the Commission should change the current system of
allowing customers to obtain Lifeline immediately, subject to subsequent
verification of eligibility, to one where the customer is not enrolled in Lifeline until
eligibility based on income or participation in a qualified public assistance
program is verified. Verizon supports pre-qualification because of the many
benefits we discuss below.

The ACR also asks whether the Commission should eliminate the option
of proving eligibility based on income and instead use participation in a public
assistance program as the only criterion for Lifeline eligibility. Verizon supports
the elimination of income eligibility for a variety of reasons, chief among them
that it simplifies administration and reduces the burden placed on the fund by
administrative costs.

Finally, the ACR also asks whether the Commission can coordinate
Lifeline with Commission low-income programs for energy and water in a way
that allows a California resident to apply for and obtain all programs with just one
application. Because the low-income programs for energy and water allow the
customer to self-certify that they are income eligible, participation in those
programs as presently constituted cannot be used to qualify for Lifeline because
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) prohibits self-certification of

income.
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DISCUSSION
. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ABANDON THE CURRENT SYSTEM IN

FAVOR OF ONE WHERE CUSTOMERS ARE PRE-QUALIFIED PRIOR

TO RECEIVING LIFELINE DISCOUNTS

The Commission should simplify the Lifeline certification process through
pre-qualification’ because doing so provides a number of benefits. First,
administration of the program becomes easier thereby reducing the costs of the
program. Costs will be reduced because a substantial number of customers —
those that sign on to Lifeline and are later found to be ineligible — would no
longer have to be processed.

Second, pre-qualification will reduce the burdens on Lifeline applicants
that do not qualify. Previously, California Lifeline customers received the
discounted phone rate when they initiated phone service by self-certifying income
eligibility.? Since the certification process has changed and customers are now
required to prove eligibility, customers rejected from the Lifeline program are
required to repay the discounted rates, a higher connection fee, and other federal

and state taxes and surcharges. If the process of rejection takes several months,

as often occurs, customers may be backbilled substantially more than $100.00.

! Under a pre-qualification system, discounted rates would not be granted upon service

initiation. Instead, the customer is charged the full residential rate and once the customer’s
eligibility in the program is certified, she is then placed on the Lifeline program and given a credit
for the difference between the full residential rate and the Lifeline rate for the period between
service initiation and certification.

2 Report on Strategies to Improve the California Lifeline Certification and Verification

Processes, prepared by the Staff of the Communications Division (rel. April 2, 2007) (“Staff
Report”) at 32.

3 General Order 153, Section 5.4.4 requires carriers to collect discounted amounts from

customers ineligible for Lifeline service: “Any customer who fails to qualify for ULTS by the
certification date shall be removed from the ULTS program and converted to regular service.
Upon notification from the CertA, the utility shall bill the customer for all ULTS discounts received
by the customer, including all previously waived or discounted charges, service initiation charges,
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Commission Staff reports that many applicants who are ultimately deemed
ineligible for Lifeline discounts only marginally exceed Lifeline income
thresholds.* Thus, they are likely to face significant burden as a result of
backbilling.

This problem was exacerbated by the changes adopted in D.07-05-030 to
give customers more time related to certifications. The Decision took the
following actions with regard to certification form return and review:

e Delayed the customer reminder from the Third Party
ler;}ilr;i;strator to return forms by seven days to offset mailing

e Increased the timeframe for new customers to return
certification forms from 30 to 44 days;

e Added an eight-day grace period for the late receipt of
certification forms.

While these actions provide new customers additional time to return certification
forms, customers found ineligible face backbilling for a significantly longer period
of time and face large billing regrades. Because more than 50% of new Verizon
customers do not return a certification form or are found ineligible upon
submitting one, a significant number of customers experience larger than
expected bills as previous Lifeline-related discounts are reversed. This also
increases customer call volume and duration, as well as inquiries and/or written

appeals to Verizon and the Commission’s Consumer Affairs Branch (“CAB”).

end user common line charges, taxes, and surcharges associated with ULTS discounts.”
D.07-05-030 at 13 clarified that the 90-day backbilling limitations in carrier tariffs do not apply to
collecting discounts given to ineligible Lifeline applicants. Cf. Verizon California Inc. Schedule
Cal. P.U.C. No. D&R Rule No. 10(J) (allowing Verizon to backbill up to three months: “a bill shall
not include any previously unbilled charge, commonly called ‘backbilling’, for service furnished
prior to three months immediately preceding the date of the bill.”).

4 Staff Report at 32.
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Indeed, prior to the July 2006 changes in certification, most inquiries and
complaints from Lifeline customers related to backbilling for those found
ineligible. All of these problems and the associated delays, customer
inconvenience and cost can largely be eliminated by adopting a customer pre-
qualification system.

Third, pre-qualification system gives customers an incentive to avoid
delays in submitting certification documents in order to receive the Lifeline
discounts expeditiously. Thus, customer-caused delays in processing Lifeline
applications are likely to diminish.

Fourth, if the Commission chooses to retain income-based eligibility —
and as discussed below, it should not — moving to pre-qualification will bring the
Commission into full compliance with the FCC'’s Lifeline Order. Under the FCC
Lifeline Order,” customers must present documentation to prove income eligibility
before enroliment.® Specifically, 47 CFR § 54.410 provides that: “Consumers
qualifying under an income-based criterion must present documentation of their
household income prior to enrollment in Lifeline.” Currently, customers asking
for Lifeline service are enrolled on first contact. No process exists to wait for the
customer to actually “present” income documentation prior to enroliment, and
thus the Commission’s program does not fully comply with FCC rules. The FCC
does not allow enroliment prior to qualification and the Commission can come

into full compliance with the FCC order by moving to pre-qualification.

5 FCC 04-87 (rel. April 2, 2004).
6 Id. at  37.
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Finally, moving to a system of pre-qualification will not burden most low-
income customers because the Affordability Study, previously performed under
the New Regulatory Framework,” demonstrates that most Lifeline subscribers
(and by implication ineligible Lifeline applicants) can afford service initiation
charges. “The mean monthly bill size (all lines combined) is reported to be $90
for those finding service ‘difficult’ to afford versus $73 for those saying ‘somewhat
easy’ and $60 for those saying ‘very easy.”® Lifeline subscribers have average
monthly bills of $49 and nearly 67% of Lifeline households also pay an additional
$70 a month on cell phone service.® It follows that if most Lifeline subscribers
can afford both $49 in phone costs and an additional $70 a month for cell phone
service, the ineligible Lifeline applicant can afford to pay typical installation costs.
Those who cannot afford the installation charges can avail themselves of a three-
month installment payment plan for connection fees, as provided for in Verizon

Tariff Rule 10, Section |.

! The study surveyed over 5000 customers and “non-customers” (households that had

recently terminated service). The study’s objectives were: (1) to explore the affordability of
telephone service among California households and its effect on subscription to telephone
service, (2) to provide an understanding of the characteristics of non-customers and their reasons
for not having basic telephone service, and (3) to provide an understanding of low-income
customers, customers in major ethnic subgroups and those most at risk of losing phone service.
The Field Research Corporation performed the survey and research between October 2003 and
March 2004 on behalf of Verizon CA and AT&T. It documented the study in four volumes:

(a) 2004 Affordability Study: Summary Presentation to the California Public Utilities Commission,
July 26, 2004 (“Summary Presentation”), (b) Affordability of Telephone Service, Volume 1: 2004
Customer Survey (“Customer Survey”), (c) Affordability of Telephone Service, Volume 2: 2004
Non-Customer Survey (“Non-Customer Survey”) and (d) Volume 3, Technical Appendix. Verizon
CA refers to the four volumes collectively as the “Affordability Study.”

8 Id.
o Id. at 58.
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As the Staff Report recognizes, other states follow the pre-qualification
system.”® In the State of Washington all Lifeline recipients are pre-qualified; that
is, income eligibility is verified prior to program enrollment. But in the spirit of
simplifying the program to minimize costs, Verizon supports that ACR’s move
toward a system of using enrollment in a qualified government assistance
program as the sole criterion for qualification, discussed below.

Il THE COMMISSION SHOULD ELIMINATE INCOME ELIGIBILITY

AND MOVE TOWARD QUALIFIED ASSISTANCE PROGRAM-
BASED ELIGIBILITY

The Commission should move to a system under which customers can

qualify for Lifeline based on the sole criterion of enrollment in a qualified

government public assistance program listed in 47 C.F.R. § 54.409(b)."

Moving
to this type of program will promote the goal of administrative simplicity by
expediting processing of certifications, as the FCC and the Commission allow
applicants to self-certify participation in a qualified government assistance
program.

Moving to this type of a system will eventually also save funds paid to the

Third Party Administrator (TPA)' as it would eliminate the need to require

customers to provide proof of eligibility based on income.' As the Commission

10 See Staff Report at 45.

" Section 54.409(b) lists the following programs: Medicaid, Food Stamps, Supplemental

Security Income, Federal Public Housing Assistance (Section 8), Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program, National School Lunch Program’s free lunch program or Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families.

12 Because the Commission has a contract with Solix, Inc. to be the TPA, these savings

would accrue after renegotiation of that contract.

3 In D.05-04-026, the Commission adopted income-based certification and listed the

documents acceptable to show income. See D.05-04-026 at 10-11 (concluding that “We will
adopt the list developed by that FCC”).
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acknowledged in D.05-04-026, “program-based eligibility is much less labor-
intensive than the income certification process in which TPA employees need to
review and approve the income documentation submitted by the customer.”
D.05-04-026 at 16. It will reduce TPA costs and simplify the process because
TPA staff will no longer need to review income documentation and make
decisions about eligibility, which sometimes may require mathematical
calculations. This is an important goal because ultimately customers pay for
these increased costs through higher end user surcharges. Moreover, in R.06-
05-028, the Commission is considering expanding the Lifeline program to
wireless and other intermodal carriers. If the Commission does so, these
administrative costs are likely to increase, as the TPA will have the additional
burden of ensuring that Lifeline customers use only one service.

Eliminating income-eligibility will also allow the Commission to minimize
the impact on the fund caused by reimbursing carriers for bad debt. In D.05-12-
013, the Commission revised the bad debt section of GO 153 based on the
following reasoning:

We believe that we should not order the carriers to sign customers

up for ULTS at initial contact, unless we take steps to see that they

are made whole in the case of default by the customer. We have

done that by revising the bad debt section (§ 5.4.4 of the GO), as

recommended by the Small LECs and SureWest. The ULTS fund

will be financially responsible for bad debt incurred through the

initial certification process, including bad debt incurred from the

federal Lifeline and Link-Up programs. In that manner, the

federal program will be reimbursed for any Link-Up or Lifeline funds

expended for customers who are deemed ineligible for the program
through the initial certification process.
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In other words, in order to allow first contact enrollment without having to
wait for income verification, the Commission took on the obligation to refund not
only the carrier, but the federal fund too. By moving to program-based only
eligibility, the Commission can avoid this “bad debt” cost.

In addition, residents who have no proof of income benefit from a
program-based system. D.05-04-026 recounts comments by Latino Issues
Forum (LIF), The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”), Blue Casa, La Curacao and
the Greenlining Institute, who all point out that many low-income people,
particularly undocumented immigrants, live in a cash economy and have no proof
of income. LIF asserts that many employers pay day workers, gardeners and
domestic workers in cash, and thus, the workers have no payroll stubs, social
security records or other paperwork. Other immigrants come from countries
where they have a basic distrust of the government and would be unwilling to
supply personal income information to the phone company, which in many
countries is a government entity. D.05-04-026 at 12-13.

The Commission concluded that it would add the National School Lunch
(NSL) Free Lunch program, Women, Infants and Children (WIC) and Healthy
Families Category A, in an effort to provide methods for undocumented persons
and those who are part of the cash economy and have no way to document their
income, to be eligible for the Lifeline program.

Verizon agrees with the Assigned Commissioner that moving toward

eligibility based solely on enrollment in a government assistance program will not
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only eliminate the burdens of providing income documentation, but would help
those that live in a cash economy.
|| THE COMMISSION CANNOT COORDINATE ENROLLMENT
WITH OTHER COMMISSION LOW-INCOME PROGRAMS

BECAUSE THESE PROGRAMS ALLOW SELF-CERTIFICATION
OF INCOME ELIGIBILITY

The ACR asks the parties to comment on whether there is a way for a
customer to sign up for all low-income programs administered by the
Commission, including Lifeline, CARE, LIEE, and Water low income programs,
by using just one form. Doing so would require changes to the energy and water
programs to harmonize their eligibility with the more restrictive FCC rule
prohibiting self-certification of income eligibility. The Commission could eliminate
income-eligibility across the board and provide that a customer who is enrolled in
a qualified public assistance program is eligible for all Commission low-income
programs and create the necessary pre-qualification process to ensure one
certification is acceptable by all programs.

What it cannot do is make customers eligible for Lifeline by reference to a
low-income program that allows self-certification of eligibility. As discussed
above, “the FCC specifically eliminates self-certification as an acceptable method
of certification” of Lifeline eligibility based on income. D.05-04-026 at 8. All of
the other Commission low-income programs allow self-certification of income
eligibility. The California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) Program, the Low
Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) program and the Low-Income Ratepayer
Assistance (LIRA) water programs, are all based on self-certification of income.

Because the low-income programs for energy and water allow customers to self-
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certify income eligibility, the Commission cannot allow enrollment in CARE, LIEE
or in a water LIRA program to be an acceptable program for enroliment in Lifeline
service.
CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Verizon supports moving to a system where
customers are pre-qualified prior to Lifeline enroliment, eliminating income
eligibility and moving to a system where the sole criterion for qualification is
participation in a qualified public assistance program. The Commission,
however, cannot use participation in the energy or water low-income programs
as a qualified public assistance program because those programs allow self-
certification of income and the FCC prohibits self-certification of income eligibility
for Lifeline.
Dated: December 14, 2007

Respectfully submitted,

/s/
Jesus G. Roman
112 Lakeview Canyon Road
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
Telephone: (805) 372-6233
Facsimile: (805) 373-7515
Email: jesus.g.roman@verizon.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that: | am over the age of eighteen years and not a party
to the within entitled action; my business address is 112 Lakeview Canyon Road,
CA501LB, Thousand Oaks, California 91362; | have this day served a copy of
the foregoing, VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC. (U 1002 C) OPENING COMMENTS
ON LIFELINE CERTIFICATION PROCESS by electronic mail to those who have
provided an e-mail address and by U.S. Mail to those who have not, on the
service list.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 14" day of December, 2007 at Thousand Oaks, California.

/s/
JACQUE LOPEZ
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WASHINGTON, DC 20005

SEAN WILSON
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MADISON, WI 53705-0158
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SEREN INNOVATIONS, INC.
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IRVING, TX 75038
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2805 DALLAS PKWY STE 140
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THALIA R. GIETZEN
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AT&T SERVICES INC.
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COMPLIANCE MANAGER

MCI METRO ACCESS TRANSMISSION SERVICES
201 SPEAR STREET, 9TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

DARCY BEAL

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, 19TH FLOOR, 21
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2727

ENRIQUE GALLARDO

LATINO ISSUES FORUM

160 PINE STREET, SUITE 700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARGARET L. TOBIAS

MANDELL LAW GROUP, PC

THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SIXTH FL.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

PATRICK M. ROSVALL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPHINE WONG
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DAN DOUGLAS
THE PONDEROSA TELEPHONE CO.
PO BOX 21
O'NEALS, CA 93645
MARGARITA GUTIERREZ
DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 375
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
SINDY J. YUN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION
ROOM 4300
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
GRETA BANKS
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA
525 MARKET STREET, 18TH FLOOR, 4
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
GLENN STOVER
ATTORNEY AT LAW
STOVER LAW
221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1906
PETER M. HAYES
DIRECTOR
AT&T CALIFORNIA
525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1919
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2727
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ATTORNEY AT LAW
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
JOHN A. GUTIERREZ
DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
COMCAST CABLE COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
WESTERN DIVISION
12647 ALCOSTA BOULEVARD, SUITE 200
SAN RAMON, CA 94544
C. HONG WONG
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APEX TELECOM INC.
PO BOX 1917

OAKLAND, CA 94604

DOUGLAS GARRETT

VICE PRESIDENT, WESTERN REGION REGULATOR
COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM, LLC, DBA COX COMM
2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
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POLICY DIRECTOR/GENERAL COUNSEL
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BERKELEY, CA 94704
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DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
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STOCKTON, CA 95219-2303
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LINDA COOPER
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LINDA LUPTON
REGULATORY MANAGER
SUREWEST TELEPHONE
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ROSEVILLE, CA 95678

JAMES LOWERS
THE SISKIYOU TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 157

ETNA, CA 96027
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APEX TELECOM, INC.
113 10TH STREET
OAKLAND, CA 94607

KENECHUKWU OKOCHA

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
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THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

LORRIE BERNSTEIN

PINNACLES TELEPHONE COMPANY
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STOCKTON, CA 95207

YVONNE SMYTHE
CALAVERAS TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 37

COPPEROPOLIS, CA 95228

ROSE CULLEN
THE VOLCANO
PO BOX 1070
PINE GROVE, CA

TELEPHONE COMPANY

95665-1070

JOLEEN HOGAN
CAL-ORE TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 847

DORRIS, CA 96023

GAIL LONG

TELEPHONE COMPANY
HAPPY VALLEY/HORNITOS/WINTERHAVEN
PO BOX 1566

OREGON, OR 97045
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ADRIENNE M. MERCER

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE ANALYST
SAGE TELECOM, INC.

805 CENTRAL EXPRESSWAY S, STE 100
ALLENT, TX 75013

ANDREW L. RASURA

GOVERNMENT AND REGULATORY MANAGER
TCAST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

24251 TOWN CENTER DR., 2ND FLOOR
VALENCIA, CA 91355

ESTHER NORTHRUP

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM
5159 FEDERAL BLVD.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92105

GLENNDA KOUNTZ
REGULATORY ASSISTANT
KERMAN TELEPHONE CO.
811 S. MADERA AVENUE
KERMAN, CA 93630

CAUSBY NELSONYA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

AT&T SERVICE INC

525 MARKET STREET, SUITE 2025
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SEAN P. BEATTY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP
201 CALIFORNIA ST., 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SUZANNE TOLLER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

JESSE W. RASKIN

LEGAL ASSOCIATE

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

KEVIN KNESTRICK

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

JOE CHICOINE
MANAGER, STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

GREGORY T. DIAMOND

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
7901 LOWRY BLVD.

DENVER, CO 80230

BETTINA CARDONA

PRESIDENT

FONES4ALL CORPORATION

6320 CANOGA AVE, SUITE 650
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367

R SANCHEZ

BLUE CASA COMMUNICATION
911 OLIVE STREET

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101

JULIE WEIGAND

RICHARD HEATH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
590 W. LOCUST AVENUE, SUITE 103
FRESNO, CA 93650

MARGARET L. TOBIAS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANDELL LAW GROUP, PC

THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SIXTH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110

KATIE NELSON

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

LAW DEPARTMENT FILE ROOM

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442

STEPHANIE CHEN

LEGAL ASSOCIATE

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY STREET, 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

CHARLES E. BORN

MANAGER-STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER, A CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759
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PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

State Service

ANGELA YOUNG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
FISCAL & ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
AREA 3-B

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHERRIE CONNER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

HAZLYN FORTUNE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5303

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOSIE WEBB

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KATHERINE S. MOREHOUSE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RISA HERNANDEZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH
ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SEAN WILSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRAN
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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BENJAMIN SCHEIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DONNA L. WAGONER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRAN
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JESSICA T. HECHT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5113

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KAREN JONES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 2106

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NATALIE BILLINGSLEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBERT HAGA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5304

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

TYRONE CHIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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